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FOREWORD

The Office of Highway Safety Planning (OHSP) appreciates the opportunity to
work with Michigan's Sheriffs in promoting traffic safety.  We believe the
Secondary Road Patrol and Traffic Accident Prevention (SRP) program can
have a significant impact in reducing the number of traffic crashes on
secondary roads.  We look forward to the continued success of the SRP
program.  

For those interested in accessing this report through the Internet, you can find
our Website at http://www.michigan.gov/msp, click on Services to
Governmental Agencies, Office of Highway Safety Planning, Safety
Programs.

BETTY J. MERCER 
Division Director
Office of Highway Safety Planning

April 1, 2003
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Secondary Road Patrol and
Traffic Accident Prevention (SRP) Program

ANNUAL REPORT
Fiscal Year 2002

(October 1, 2001 - September 30, 2002)

INTRODUCTION

The Secondary Road Patrol and Traffic Accident Prevention program was created by
Public Act 416 of 1978.  The program is often referred to as the “SRP” or “416”
program, and the reader will see those terms used frequently in this report.  This state
grant program provides county sheriff departments with funding for patrol of county and
local roads outside the corporate limits of cities and villages.  The program has the
legislated primary responsibility of traffic enforcement and traffic accident prevention.

The program began on October 1, 1978, with 78 counties participating.  On October 1,
1989, the program was transferred by Executive Order #1989-4 from the Department of
Management & Budget’s Office of Criminal Justice to the Department of State Police’s
Office of Highway Safety Planning (OHSP).  Public Act 416 of 1978, as amended,
requires two reports to be submitted to the Legislature:

� An Annual Report containing the recommendations of OHSP on methods of
improving coordination of local and state law enforcement agencies in the state,
improving law enforcement training programs and improving communications
systems of law enforcement agencies, and a description of the role alcohol played in
the incidence of fatal and personal injury accidents in the state.  This report is due
May 1 each year. 

� An Impact and Cost Effectiveness Study is due April 1 of each year.  It should be
noted that the allocation designated for General Fund Administration is not sufficient
for a complete study of program impact and cost effectiveness.  Therefore, this
section of the report consists of general observations by OHSP on the impact of
program activities.

As in previous years, the Annual Report and Impact and Cost Effectiveness Study
for state fiscal year 2002 (FY02) are combined into a single document, and referred to
as the Annual Report.
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Program data is derived from semi-annual and annual reports submitted by each
participating county as part of its reporting requirements.  This data is collected on a
state fiscal year basis (October 1 through September 30) each year.  

EXCERPTS FROM PUBLIC ACT 416 OF 1978  (For complete law, see page 14)

The sheriff department is the primary agency responsible for providing certain services
on the county primary roads and local roads outside the boundaries of cities and
villages.  The sheriff department also provides these services on any portion of any
other highway or road within the boundaries of a county park. 

Services to Be Provided:

� Patrolling and monitoring traffic violations. 
� Enforcing the criminal laws of this state, violations of which are observed by or

brought to the attention of the sheriff’s department while providing the services
required by the Act. 

� Investigating accidents involving motor vehicles. 
� Providing emergency assistance to persons on or near a highway or road patrolled

as required by the Act. 

The sheriff can provide these services on secondary roads within a city or village if the
legislative body of the local unit of government passes a resolution requesting the
services. 

How Funds Can Be Spent:

The counties are required to enter into a contractual arrangement with OHSP in order to
receive funds.  Funds can be spent as follows:

� Employing additional personnel 
� Purchasing additional equipment 
� Enforcing laws in state and county parks 
� Providing selective motor vehicle inspection programs 
� Providing traffic safety information and education programs that are in addition to

those provided before the effective date of the Act, October 1, 1978 

Allocation of Funds Under the Act:

“. . . a county’s share of the amount annually appropriated for Secondary Road Patrol
and Traffic Accident Prevention shall be the same percentage that the county received,
or was eligible to receive, of the total amount allocated to all counties pursuant to
Section 12 of Act No. 51 of the Public Acts of 1951, as amended, being Section
247.662 of the Michigan Compiled Laws, less the amounts distributed for snow removal
and engineers, during the period of July 1, 1976 through June 30, 1977.”
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Maintenance of Effort (MOE):

SRP funds are mandated to supplement secondary road patrol efforts by counties, not
to supplant, or replace county funding.  Counties are ineligible for SRP funding if they
reduce the level of County-Funded Road Patrol (CFRP) deputies unless they can prove
economic hardship and are forced to reduce general services commensurate with the
reduction in road patrol.  “An agreement entered into under this section shall be void if
the county reduces its expenditures or level of road patrol below that which the county
was expending or providing immediately before October 1, 1978, unless the county is
required to reduce general services because of economic conditions and is not merely
reducing law enforcement services” (Section 51.77(1)).  This provision is known as the
"Maintenance of Effort," or MOE. Counties are required to report the number of
deputies they have at the beginning of each funding year.  These figures are compared
with those reported for October 1, 1978.  If the county has fewer county supported
deputies, they must either replace the personnel or prove economic hardship in order to
receive SRP funds.  If reductions become necessary, the county is required to report
this to OHSP who will determine if the reduction meets the requirements of the Act. 
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Part One: 
LAW ENFORCEMENT COORDINATION, 

TRAINING AND COMMUNICATIONS

I.  SHERIFF REPORTS

Initial Report data is derived from the application submitted to OHSP by the
participating agencies.

Coordination of Law Enforcement Agencies

Law enforcement coordination methods range from formal written agreements that
identify primary responsibility for specific functions and areas of service, to informal
verbal agreements.  The informal agreements usually establish operational procedures
for requesting back-up support between participating agencies.  Many sheriff
departments have mutual aid agreements which usually identify the interagency
resources that can be provided in the event of a major policing problem within the
county.  Resources may be in the form of either additional personnel or technical
expertise that is not normally required by the smaller agencies. 

The law requires that each sheriff, the director of the Michigan Department of State
Police and the division director of the Office of Highway Safety Planning (OHSP) meet
and develop a Law Enforcement Plan for the unincorporated areas of each participating
county.  

In 2001, written law enforcement agreements were obtained from all counties in the
program.  These will be updated at least every 4 years, after an election year, and more
often if changes occur.  Sixty-nine sheriffs indicated involvement in county and area law
enforcement associations or councils for purposes of coordinating criminal intelligence
data, traffic problems of mutual concern and investigative deployment in conjunction
with undercover operations.  Seventy-seven sheriffs reported that they provide or
participate in a centralized communications system, which is another form of
coordination between law enforcement agencies and with other public safety and
emergency service providers.  The Michigan Sheriffs Association (MSA) represents the
interests of all sheriff departments and coordinates issues of statewide concern after
receiving input from the sheriffs. 

Law Enforcement Training

Based on Initial Reports, the most important training attended by deputies during the
past year was Firearms/Weapons, Legal Update, Domestic/Juvenile/Spouse Abuse and
Alcohol Enforcement Training.  They report that they have a need for additional training
in the areas of Report Writing, Looking Beyond the Stop, Pursuit Driving and Self-
Defense/Restraint Equipment.  Training programs are carried out through in-service
programs within departments and by regional law enforcement training academies and
consortiums.  Information from the Annual Program Report indicates that 77 agencies
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report providing in-service training sessions to certified road patrol officers.  A total of
3,574 sessions were held, resulting in 55,154 hours of instruction to 3,676 officers.

Communication Systems

Most sheriffs report that basic levels of communications are available for emergency
response.  All county agencies have access to the Law Enforcement Information
Network (LEIN).

II. RECOMMENDATIONS

Improving Law Enforcement Coordination

Cooperation between county, local and state agencies appears to be the key toward
improvements in this area.  These cooperative efforts are reducing duplication and
ensure the maximum use of available resources.  Some of the recommendations
provided by county agencies include:

� Central dispatch radio system improvements
� Regularly scheduled meetings for sharing of information and improving attendance
� Joint training opportunities
� Common working frequency for law enforcement agencies
� Centralized record system
� Multijurisdictional task forces, investigative teams and law enforcement centers

Improving Law Enforcement Training

Based on input from participating agencies, the recommendations include:

� Standardize in-service training requirements
� Increase availability of train-the-trainer programs
� Coordinate training programs between agencies

The Office of Highway Safety Planning offered training to all law enforcement agencies
in the following program areas:

� Standardized Field Sobriety Testing – Four types of SFST training was offered
throughout the year - train the trainer course, instructor update training, practitioner
training and HGN training. As a result, there are 25 new instructors; 65 trainers were
updated; 252 practitioners received training and 40 students became proficient in
HGN.

� Spotlight – Twenty-eight of Michigan’s 83 counties participated in Spotlight.

� L.E.G.A.L. –Over 3,300 officers and/or retailers have been trained in LEGAL.

� Party Patrol – Five Party Patrol grants were awarded.
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� SRP Annual Training – Training was provided by specialists on topics such as
Accident Reconstruction Update, Michigan Vehicle Code Update, CCW, Fraudulent
Driver’s License Identification and Investigation, Clandestine Meth Lab Awareness
and Safety, Commercial Motor Vehicle, UD-10, Attack on America: Six Keys to
Stress Free Living and other emerging issues.

Improving Law Enforcement Communications

Most counties indicate a need for continued development of communications systems,
statewide.  In the initial reports filed earlier this fiscal year, four counties indicate that
citizens are still required to use individual phone numbers for each emergency service.
The result is potential confusion and increased response times for emergency service.
Other improvements needed include:

� Equipment - Some agencies have indicated continued deficiencies in
communications equipment that impact local emergency operations.

There were fifteen counties identified in which officers are not always able to
communicate with their radio dispatcher from their patrol vehicle.  Others report that
officers are not equipped with portable radios when away from the patrol car.  Of
those counties without ability to communicate in some areas, it was reported that the
average county area in which officers do not have reliable communication with
dispatch is less than 9 percent.  This results in an environment that is hazardous for
the officer and citizens as well.  One of the factors involved is that much of the
communications equipment originally purchased for the existing dispatch facilities
and field units has become outdated, in need of continual repair or become
completely inoperable.  Agencies cite a need for additional funding to purchase
hand-held radios, high band radio systems, and other updated communications
equipment.

� Mutual Frequencies - As staff shortages become more of a reality, agencies are
required to depend upon neighboring departments for assistance.  This means a
greater need for officers to be equipped with radios operating on mutual
frequencies.  This is particularly important during incidents such as major traffic
crashes, hostage incidents, barricaded suspects, etc., where communication
between different agencies is critical. 

� Legislation - There has been a continued need for improved legislative initiatives
for funding of Emergency 9-1-1 System and central dispatch systems.
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Part Two: 
IMPACT AND COST EFFECTIVENESS STUDY

I.  EVALUATION BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Number of Counties Included in Evaluation

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) and crash data include all 83 counties.  FY02 activity data
include 82 of Michigan’s 83 counties (Iosco county did not qualify for FY02 SRP
program funding). 

Data Collection and Definitions

Data was submitted by 82 counties that participated in FY02.  

Definitions of variables used in this report. 

� Accident Investigation - Response to reported accidents, initial investigation and
evidence collection. 

� Accident (or Crash) - A motor vehicle crash that has been reported to the Michigan
State Police by state, county or local law enforcement.  With few exceptions, OHSP
prefers the term “crash” because it does not infer or assign responsibility for the act.
The exception is when one discusses acts of intent.  For example, if a fugitive
intentionally crashes his/her car into a patrol car in an effort to elude police, the
crash is deemed “intentional,” and is not reported to the State as a traffic “crash.”

� Alcohol-Related Accidents (Crashes) - Traffic crashes where one or more of the
drivers involved Had Been Drinking (HBD).

� Arrests - Criminal arrests, either felony or misdemeanor. 

� Citations - All violations of either a state law or local ordinance, both moving and
non-moving violations. 

� Crime - Felony and misdemeanor crimes that have been reported to the Michigan
State Police Uniform Crime Reporting System by state, county and local agencies
as substantiated crimes. 

� Criminal Complaint Responses - The response to any situation where a citizen
reports that a crime (felony or misdemeanor) was committed or is in progress. 

� Law Enforcement Assistance - Assisting a law enforcement officer of a different
department (state or local) or of the same department.  This includes Department of
Natural Resources officers, Liquor Control Commission personnel, etc. 
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� Motorist Assist - Assisting citizens who need help. This is primarily where an
automobile becomes inoperative and the citizen is stranded. 

Evaluation Goals

� To determine whether the counties are continuing to maintain the support of their
county supported road patrol at a level comparable to or greater than the base line
period of October 1, 1978. 

� To determine the activity level of Secondary Road Patrol Program deputies. 

II. PERSONNEL AND ACTIVITIES ANALYSIS

Activity data is derived from semi-annual program reports submitted to OHSP by
participating agencies.  This activity is compiled on a fiscal year basis (October 1, 2001,
through September 30, 2002). 

Services Provided

When the SRP program began in FY79 many counties used a portion of the funds for
vehicle inspection and traffic safety education programs.  The vehicle inspection
program consists primarily of stopping vehicles where it is apparent that certain safety
equipment is in need of repair, and issuing a repair and report citation.  In most
situations, the citation is voided when the owner can substantiate that the necessary
repairs have been made. 

While the number of vehicle inspections have declined, traffic safety education
programs continue to be provided.  The main focus of the SRP program, however,
continues to be traffic enforcement. 

Funding

Beginning with FY92, the program began a transition from 100 percent General Fund
support to one funded partially by General Fund monies along with surcharges on traffic
citations (Restricted Funds).  Public Act 163 of 1991 mandated that five dollars ($5) be
assessed to violators of most moving violations, and that the $5 surcharge be deposited
into a Secondary Road Patrol and Training Fund.  The funding is used for Secondary
Road Patrol and Accident Prevention grants and police officer training through the
Michigan Commission on Law Enforcement Standards (COLES).  In December 2001,
this surcharge was increased to $10, and the General Fund portion was decreased for
FY 02.  The General Fund appropriation will be eliminated in 2003 and subsequent
years. 

It is the intent of OHSP to distribute to the counties every dollar of available funds for
enforcement of P.A. 416 while maintaining fiscal integrity of the program.  To
accomplish this, each July OHSP estimates the amount of funding for the fiscal year
beginning October 1, applies a distribution formula as prescribed by law, and notifies
each county of its annual allocation.  The estimate is based on:
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� Actual Surcharge revenues for the first nine months of the fiscal year
� Plus an estimation of Surcharge revenues for the last three months of the fiscal year 

� Plus appropriated GF/GP monies 
� Plus any projected carryover funds from the current fiscal year 
� Minus a Reserve for fiscal integrity

Revenues generated by the surcharge program, including carryover funds from 2001,
account for about 88 percent of funding allocated to counties in 2002.  However, it is
impossible to predict with certainty the amount of revenue that will be generated by the
surcharge program.  State law does not permit program expenditures to exceed
financial support, and actual receipts have been known to fall short of the estimate.  To
guard against the possibility of violating State law, OHSP believes it is fiscally prudent
to reduce the annual estimate by a modest amount which is held in reserve.  If the July
estimation of revenues holds true for the entire fiscal year, OHSP carries this reserve,
along with any other unused restricted monies, into the next fiscal year.  Carryover
monies are then included in the next fiscal year’s total budget.  Funds which are not
allocated to a county because it did not qualify under the provisions of P.A. 416 remain
available to that county throughout the fiscal year, in case they come into compliance.
Unused monies from qualifying and non-qualifying counties are added to the next fiscal
year’s total budget.  Unused monies do not accumulate for a county beyond a fiscal
year.

Unused GF/GP monies revert back to the general fund at the end of a fiscal year.  For
this reason, OHSP spends GF/GP monies first, then spends restricted monies.
Whatever remains as surplus at the end of a fiscal year is restricted for the following
year’s SRP program.

Personnel

The largest expenditure of SRP funds each year is for personnel.  The expenditures
include salaries and fringe benefits.

Number of Road Patrol Deputies in FY02............................................................. 2,560.2
SRP State Funded.............................................................................................. 192.7
County Funded ................................................................................................ 1,521.1
Locally Funded ................................................................................................... 681.6
Other Funds........................................................................................................ 164.8

Page 33 shows the number of SRP deputies employed by the program each fiscal year
as compared to County-Funded Road Patrol (CFRP) deputies.  The graph on page 35
illustrates the number of SRP-funded deputies from 1983 through 2002. 

Activity

Deputies assigned to the Secondary Road Program may patrol county local and
primary roads, monitor for traffic law violations, and investigate accidents.  A deputy
observing a criminal law violation while patrolling may make an arrest.  They also may
take a criminal complaint which occurred in their patrol area if it is brought to the
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officer’s attention by his/her department.  In addition, deputies aid stranded motorists,
assist other law enforcement officers, and patrol in county and state parks. 

The activity data in the graphs starting on page 37 is based on program reports
submitted by each participating agency for FY02.  Activity data captured for these
graphs include:

� FY02 Average Activities per SRP Deputy
� Comparison of Average Activities per SRP Deputy (1992 vs. 2002)
� Comparison of Average Activities per SRP Deputy (2001 vs. 2002)
� Average Traffic Citations per SRP Deputy 
� Average OUIL Arrests Per SRP Deputy
� Total OUIL Arrests by SRP Deputies

Average traffic citations per SRP deputy were down 7 percent in 2002 from the 2001
level.  Average OUIL arrests per SRP deputy stayed the same in 2002 compared to
2001.  Statewide arrests for OUIL were down 1.4 percent in 2000 from the 1999 level
(the latest full year data available at this time).  The average level of traffic enforcement
activity, a primary focus for Secondary Road Patrol, continued to surpass that of CFRP
officers.

One of the most successful aspects of the SRP program has been the annual SRP
Training Session.  This year’s session was opened to other OHSP law enforcement
federally funded grantees.  The session offered training from specialists on topics such
as fraudulent and counterfeit identification, traffic stops, youth alcohol enforcement
programs, and several other emerging issues. The training session was expanded to
two and one half days beginning in 1997, and continues to be a big success with the
officers who attend.  This year’s session was held April 29, 30 – May 1, 2002 at the
Holiday Inn South in Lansing, in conjunction with the annual Michigan Traffic Safety
Summit, and was attended by 121 deputies from 75 counties and 53 other law
enforcement officers.

Monitoring

OHSP’s administrative responsibilities include monitoring the SRP program.  Counties
are selected each year for monitoring based on length of time since previous
monitoring, and results of previous monitorings.  In addition, a few are randomly chosen
for review.  In FY02, OHSP monitored 7 participating counties.  Due to a special
assignment by the Department, the staff assigned to conduct monitorings was
unavailable for a six-month period beginning in August 2001 and extending through
January 2002.  In addition, OHSP experienced temporary staff reassignments due to
the state’s early retirement program.  As a result, OHSP was unable to conduct the
same number of monitoring visits as had been generally possible in past years.

The monitorings have clearly shown that the intent of most participating counties is to
operate a program that fully satisfies the requirements of P.A. 416.  Monitorings are
performed with the idea of working with the county to improve the SRP program, not to
be punitive.  Through monitoring and training, OHSP is reaching the three segments
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that directly affect the program: the sheriff, the SRP deputies, and the county’s
administrative staff.  

The monitoring procedure usually consists of a one-day on-site visit to the county.  A
representative from OHSP meets with county personnel who oversee the SRP program
and financial functions.  In most cases, the OHSP representative also has an
opportunity to meet with the sheriff.  The OHSP representative reviews the previous
year’s officer “dailies” for all SRP deputies, reconciles expenditures reported during the
program year, reviews the county’s accounting procedures, and reviews the duty roster
or schedule for MOE compliance.  The OHSP representative also takes note of the
amount of financial supplement provided by the county.  Counties are responsible to
follow the requirements of P.A. 416 up to the amount allocated.  The monitorings
conducted by OHSP have shown that the majority of participating counties satisfy the
requirements of P.A. 416, that SRP deputies are performing traffic-related duties on
secondary roads the majority of the time.

As a result of this monitoring, some counties are asked by OHSP to make certain
changes in the way they conduct their SRP program.  These requests involve program
and financial changes (OHSP later verifies that adjustments were indeed made by the
county).

III. TRAFFIC CRASHES

At the time of this report, crash data was accurate through December 31, 2001.  

General Crash Trends - There were 1,328 persons killed and 112,294 persons injured
in 400,813 reported motor vehicle traffic crashes in Michigan during 2001. Compared
with the 2000 experience, deaths decreased 3.9 percent, persons injured decreased
7.8 percent, and total reported crashes decreased 5.7 percent. The 400,813 reported
crashes in 2001 represent an economic loss to the State of Michigan in the amount of
$9,421,709,300.

Alcohol/Drug Related Crashes - Of all fatal crashes, 38 percent involved at least one
drinking or drug impaired operator or pedestrian. 

IV. COST EFFECTIVENESS

A report issued by the Office of Criminal Justice in April 1982 suggested that SRP
deputies were more cost effective for patrolling and monitoring traffic than were County-
Funded Road Patrol (CFRP) deputies.  It was found that the average secondary road
patrol deputy cost 13 percent less than a CFRP deputy, while at the same time,
productivity of an SRP deputy exceeded that of a CFRP deputy.  However, since the
duties of SRP deputies differ from those of regular CFRP deputies, it is impossible to
make completely accurate cost comparisons between the two.  Officers dedicated
solely to monitoring traffic understandably produce more traffic-related activity than
those who have more diverse responsibilities.  In many counties, traffic duty is assigned
to deputies with the least seniority, and, therefore, the lowest salaries.  Accordingly, one
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might expect SRP deputies to routinely earn less than do CFRP deputies, and generate
more traffic-related activity than do CFRP deputies.  

Information submitted by the counties is not independently verified, and funds
appropriated to OHSP for administration are insufficient to conduct a scientific study.
There are too many variables that need to be considered and not enough consistency
and uniformity in the data provided to OHSP to assure validity to such a study.

Counties budget the program during August and September and provide the best
estimate of how SRP funds will be utilized.  Each county budgets according to the
needs of their particular county.  Some counties budget only salaries and wages, while
others budget all program expenses.  Some counties supplement the program, while
others choose only to utilize the state funds that are available (P.A. 416 requires that
services need only be provided up to the amount of state funding available).  

Total reported program expenditures of $13,303,126* (SRP monies plus estimated
contributions by county funds) supported the full-time equivalent of 193 SRP deputies
and related expenses (personnel costs, equipment, vehicle maintenance, uniform
allowance, travel, etc.) in FY02, equating to a total cost per SRP deputy of $68,928.
Since counties are not required to use SRP funds for personnel costs exclusively, this
figure can fluctuate greatly from year to year, and should not be used for multi-year
comparisons.  For example, a county may use a large percentage of its allocation for
SRP personnel costs one year, while choosing to purchase more equipment (a new
vehicle, speed measuring devices, breath testing equipment, etc.) the next. The more
SRP deputies that are supported by the program, the lower the total cost will be per
SRP Deputy.  

*(see page 31) The amount of county supplement, which is included in the total
reported program expenditures shown here, and on the graph on page 31, can fluctuate
widely from year to year.  Some counties choose to report only personnel and a few
related expenses, and absorb the rest of the cost of the program in the county budget
without reporting it.  Others report larger amounts, and rely on the county supplement to
cover non-allowable costs. (OSHP is working to eliminate this practice through the
monitoring process.)  Because of this, the county supplement should be used only as a
general indicator of the degree of additional support that is provided by the counties for
the secondary road patrol program, and should not be used for comparisons from year
to year.

V. SYNOPSIS OF ACTIVITIES

Activity Levels Per Deputy for FY02 (Based on 193.0* SRP Deputies)
(See chart on page 37)

OUIL arrests per deputy................................................................................................ 10
Criminal arrests per deputy ........................................................................................... 37
Motorist assists per deputy............................................................................................ 32
Traffic crash investigations per deputy.......................................................................... 87
Enforcement assists per deputy.................................................................................... 92
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Criminal complaints per deputy................................................................................... 111
Traffic citations per deputy .......................................................................................... 573

Cumulative Figures for All Participating Counties in FY02  

Arrests in county parks................................................................................................ 164
Community safety training sessions......................................................................... 6,766
Hours of instruction offered .................................................................................... 18,673
Citizens instructed................................................................................................ 152,736
Assists to other state and local agencies ................................................................ 6,089
Criminal arrests ....................................................................................................... 7,184
Citations in county parks ......................................................................................... 8,114
Law enforcement assists to their own agency........................................................ 17,799
Motorist assists ....................................................................................................... 6,216
Vehicles inspected .................................................................................................. 5,254
Traffic crash investigations..................................................................................... 16,827
Criminal reports...................................................................................................... 21,343
Traffic stops ......................................................................................................... 133,035
Traffic citations..................................................................................................... 110,581
Miles of patrol.................................................................................................... 4,287,794

*FY02 SRP program supported full-time equivalent of 193 deputies as reported through
semi-annual reports submitted to OHSP by participating counties

CONCLUSION

The Secondary Road Patrol and Traffic Accident Prevention Program has been in
operation since FY79.  This report is published annually to document activity and
evaluate the effectiveness of the program.  While it is possible to make comparisons of
activity between individual program years, no “base line” data exists for activity prior to
October 1, 1978.  It is impossible, therefore, to determine what additional activity took
place in FY02 that did not take place prior to October 1, 1978.  

The Michigan Traffic Crash Facts, published annually by the Office of Highway Safety
Planning, separates road types into categories to allow a comparison of the number of
crashes and the vehicle miles traveled on county and local roads to the experience on
state roads.  Michigan’s “traffic crash death rate” (traffic deaths per 100 million motor
vehicle miles traveled on all road types) has dropped from 1.9 in 1990 to 1.4 in 2001; a
26.3% decrease.  The Office of Highway Safety Planning believes that the SRP
program has played a significant role in Michigan’s traffic safety picture, and that having
a visible law enforcement presence on secondary roads has had a positive impact on
driver behavior.  
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PUBLIC ACT 416 OF 1978

Executive Order #1989-4 (October 1, 1989) transferred administration of the SRP
program from the Department of Management & Budget’s Office of Criminal Justice to
the Department of State Police’s Office of Highway Safety Planning. References to
“Office of Criminal Justice” may, therefore, be replaced with “Office of Highway Safety
Planning.”  

Sec. 51.76 (1)  As used in this section, “county primary roads”, “county local roads”,
and “state trunk line highways” mean the same as those terms are defined in Act No.
51 of the Public Acts of 1951, as amended, being sections 247.651 to 247.673 of the
Michigan Compiled Laws.  However, state trunk line highways does not include
freeways as defined in section 18a of Act No. 300 of the Public Acts of 1949, being
section 257.18a of the Michigan Compiled Laws. 

(2)  Each sheriff’s department shall provide the following services within the county in
which it is established and shall be the law enforcement agency primarily responsible
for that county: except for those portions of the county primary roads and county local
roads within the boundaries of a city or village; and on those portions of any other
highway or road within the boundaries of a county park within that county: 

(a)  Patrolling and monitoring traffic violations.   

(b)  Enforcing the criminal laws of this state, violations of which are observed by or
brought to the attention of the sheriff’s department while providing the patrolling and
monitoring required by this subsection. 

(c)  Investigating accidents involving motor vehicles.

(d)  Providing emergency assistance to persons on or near a highway or road patrolled
and monitored as required by this subsection.

(3)  Upon request, by resolution, of the legislative body of a city or village, the sheriff’s
department of the county in which the city or village is located shall provide the services
described in subsection (2)(a), (c), and (d) on those portions of county primary roads
and county local roads and state trunk line highways within the boundaries of the city or
village, which are designated by the city or village in the resolution.  Upon request, by
resolution, of the legislative body of a city or village, the sheriff’s department of the
county in which the city or village is located shall provide a vehicle inspection program
on those portions of the county primary roads and county local roads within the
boundaries of the city or village, which are designated by the legislative body of the city
or village in the resolution.  A resolution adopted by a city or village under this
subsection shall not take effect unless the resolution is approved by the county board of
commissioners of the county in which the city or village is located.  A resolution of the
city or village which is neither approved or disapproved by the county board of
commissioners within 30 days after the resolution is received by the county board of
commissioners shall be considered approved by the county board of commissioners.  A
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resolution adopted by a city or village to request services under this subsection shall be
void if the city or village reduces the number of sworn law enforcement officers
employed by the city or village below the highest number of sworn law enforcement
officers employed by the city or village at any time within the 36 months immediately
preceding the adoption of the resolution.  A concurrent resolution adopted by a majority
vote of the Senate and the House of Representatives which states that the city or
village is required to reduce general services because of economic conditions and is
not reducing law enforcement services shall be presumptive that the city or village has
not violated the strictures of this subsection.  

(4)  This section shall not be construed to decrease the statutory or common law
powers and duties of the law enforcement agencies of this state or of a county, city,
village, or township of this state.

Sec. 51.77 (1)  Before a county may obtain its grant from the amount annually
appropriated for secondary road patrol and traffic accident prevention to implement
section 76, the county shall enter into an agreement for the secondary road patrol and
traffic accident prevention services with the office of criminal justice.  A county applying
for a grant for secondary road patrol and traffic accident prevention shall provide
information relative to the services to be provided under section 76 by the sheriff’s
department of the county, which information shall be submitted on forms provided by
the office of criminal justice.  By April 1 of each year following a year for which the
county received an allocation, a county which receives a grant for secondary road patrol
and traffic accident prevention shall submit a report to the office of criminal justice on a
form provided by the office of criminal justice.  The report shall contain the information
described in subsection (6).  An agreement entered into under this section shall be void
if the county reduces its expenditures or level of road patrol below that which the county
was expending or providing immediately before October 1, 1978, unless the county is
required to reduce general services because of economic conditions, and is not merely
reducing law enforcement services.  

(2)  A grant received by a county for secondary road patrol and traffic accident
prevention shall be expended only for the purposes described in section 76 pursuant to
the recommendations of the sheriff of that county, and which are approved by the
county board of commissioners.  The recommendations shall be relative to the following
matters: 

(a)  Employing additional personnel to provide the services described in section 76(2)
and (3).   

(b)  Purchasing additional equipment for providing the services described in section
76(2) and (3) and operating and maintaining that equipment.

(c)  Enforcing laws in state parks and county parks within the county.

(d)  Providing selective motor vehicle inspection programs.

(e)  Providing traffic safety information and education programs in addition to those
programs provided before September 28, 1978. 
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(3)  The sheriff’s department of a county is required to provide the expanded services
described in section 76 only to the extent that state funds are provided.

(4)  For the fiscal years beginning October 1, 1980, and October 1, 1981, a county’s
share of the amount annually appropriated for secondary road patrol and traffic
accident prevention shall be the same percentage that the county received, or was
eligible to receive, of the total amount allocated to all counties pursuant to section 12 of
Act No. 51 of the Public Acts of 1951, as amended, being section 247.662 of the
Michigan Compiled Laws, less the amounts distributed for snow removal and
engineers, during the period of July 1, 1976, through June 30, 1977.  

(5)  From the amount annually appropriated for secondary road patrol and traffic
accident prevention, the office of criminal justice may be allocated up to 1% for
administrative, planning, and reporting purposes.

(6)  The annual report required under subsection (1) shall include the following:

(a)  A description of the services provided by the sheriff’s department of the county
under section 76, other than the services provided in a county park.

(b)  A description of the services provided by the sheriff’s department of the county
under section 76 in county parks in the county.

(c)  A copy of each resolution by a city or village of the county which requests the
sheriff’s department of the county to provide the services described in section 76.  

(d)  A copy of each contract between a county and a township of the county in which
township the sheriff’s department is providing a law enforcement service.

(e)  The recommendations of the sheriff’s department of the county on methods of
improving the services provided under section 76; improving the training programs of
law enforcement officers; and improving the communications system of the sheriff’s
department.

(f)  The total number of sworn officers in the sheriff’s department.

(g)  The number of sworn officers in the sheriff’s department assigned to road safety
programs. 

(h)  The accident and fatality data for incorporated and unincorporated areas of the
county during the preceding calendar year.

(i)  The crime statistics for the incorporated and unincorporated areas of the county
during the preceding calendar year.

(j)  The law enforcement plan developed under subsection (7).
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(k)  A description of the role alcohol played in the incidences of personal injury traffic
accidents and traffic fatalities in the county.

(l)  Other information required by the department of management and budget.

(7)  The sheriff of each county, the director of the department of state police, and the
director of the office of criminal justice or their authorized representatives shall meet
and develop a law enforcement plan for the unincorporated areas of the county.  The
law enforcement plan shall be reviewed and updated periodically.

(8)  Before May 1 of each year, the office of criminal justice shall submit a report to the
legislature.  The report shall contain the following:

(a)  A copy of each initial report filed before April 1 of that year and a copy of each
annual report filed before April 1 of that year under subsection (6).

(b)  The recommendations of the office of criminal justice on methods of improving the
coordination of the law enforcement agencies of this state and the counties, cities,
villages, and townships of this state; improving the training programs for law
enforcement officers; and improving the communications systems of those agencies.

(c)  A description of the role alcohol played in the incidences of personal injury traffic
accidents and traffic fatalities in this state. 

(9)  From the 1% allocated to the office of criminal justice for administration, planning,
and reporting, the office of criminal justice shall conduct an impact and cost
effectiveness study which will review state, county, and local road patrol and traffic
accident prevention efforts.  This study shall be conducted in cooperation with the
Michigan sheriffs’ association, the Michigan association of chiefs of police, and the
department of state police.  Annual reports on results of the study shall be submitted to
the senate and house appropriations committees by April 1 of each year.
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TABLES, CHARTS AND GRAPHS
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